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I.
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II.

Business
a. COVID Update
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e. Faculty Salary Equity Committee Report

III.
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a. Curriculum Committee
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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
March 4, 2021
Minutes

PRESENT
Jennifer Cavenaugh, Dan Chong, Grant Cornwell, Donald Davison, Ashley Kistler, Richard Lewin,
Julia Maskivker, Jennifer Queen, Paul Reich, Scott Rubarth, Rob Sanders, Anne Stone, Martina
Vidovic, Jamey Ray, Susan Rundell Singer, Manny Rodriguez, Karla Knight
Guests: Deborah Prosser
CALL TO ORDER
Paul Reich called the meeting to order at 12:32 P.M.
APPROVED OF MINUTES FROM February 11, 2021 EC MEETING
Rubarth made a motion to approve the 2-11-21 meeting minutes. Lewin seconded the motion. EC
unanimously approved the meeting minutes for February 11, 2021.

BUSINESS
COVID Update
Paul Reich
What do we need to communicate with faculty about where we are with COVID? Was the postBOT update sufficient?
Q: Where are we with the surge of COVID cases that started a week and a half ago?
Q: Students are wondering when decisions for fall will be made. When can we sing without
masks? Arts Division students are weighing whether to take a gap year.
A: I encourage asking the Provost give an update at the next Faculty Meeting. Planning
assumptions are for a fully vaccinated campus and normal pedagogy in fall.
Q: Does that mean there will not be any virtual instruction in the fall?
A: We are planning for fully face-to-face but have the possibility of some virtual instruction. We
will make that decision closer to the fall.
Susan and Leon will give updates at the Faculty Meeting.
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AY 2021-2022 Position Requests (VAP & Library)
ATTACHMENT #1
Susan Rundell Singer
In support of curricular optimization, we are trying to clarify which faculty teach in Holt and which
teach in CLA. There is an uneven distribution of students: 1500 CLA students were instructed in
Holt and 300 Holt students were instructed in CLA. In terms of capacity, we want on load teaching
capacity to be funneled more in the direction of CLA and have greater parity between Holt and
CLA.
Rob is working with Finance to determine how to take positions that are 100% on the Holt side
and on the Holt salary budget so we’re not distracting from needs. The MHR program generates ¾
of a million dollars that benefits both schools and Rob has found a way to support a lecturer to
coordinate the MHR Program. Last year a tenure-track position was approved for the MPH
Program so they could seek accreditation. The position wasn’t hired and was taken off the table,
but Holt could support a 1-year visiting position. Finally, rather than stretching Education faculty,
we’d like to hire a visitor in Holt to support the important Pathways Program.
EC reviewed visiting position requests for Math, Music, and Business. The positions are necessary
to avoid the need to hire adjuncts to handle increased enrollments for fall.
Q: Are we back-filling previously approved tenure-track searches with these one-year contingent
positions?
A: Each of these positions was approved for a tenure track line but now we are asking for visiting
professors instead.
Queen made a motion to approve the three positions. Stone seconded the motion. Motion passed
unanimously.
Tenure-track, Science Librarian Position
This is a tenure-track assistant professor position who will serve the sciences and act as head of
research services. The position was previously approved and then frozen due to COVID. Library
faculty publish and conduct service, teach in partnership with other faculty, provide individual
composition help, and ensure library collections are meeting curricular needs.
Q: How are library faculty funded?
A: Funding of salaries for library faculty will not have an impact on the CLA faculty salary budget.
We do not move money allocated to CLA faculty to cover library faculty.
Q: If a library faculty member chooses to teach a credit-bearing course, do they receive overload
pay?
A: Yes.
Q: Could library faculty offer help with statistical program languages, manipulating data files,
writing a program, etc.?
A: Yes, librarians work on research methodologies with students and primarily teach critical
thinking and information literacy.
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Because the Library faculty do not typically teach on-load, the Provost will remove Library faculty
from student-to-faculty ratio calculations.
EC conducted a Webex poll to rank the Library position request:
Low Priority – 1
Priority – 6
High Priority - 2

CIE White Paper (Final Draft)
ATTACHMENT #2
Donald Davison
FAC reported the current draft of the CIE White Paper includes two additional analyses to
determine if there was an effect size and whether size of classes taught by female/minority
faculty influenced rankings. FAC also removed the comments for students and faculty evaluators.
Comments:
I strongly argue with the idea that a Cohen’s D is trivial. That is a completely inappropriate
interpretation of a .2.
A: The report states most inventory items are in the .2 range, but a few are in the moderate
range.
A: In the education research community, a 0.2 is considered important. Policy decisions in
education often rely on this type of effect size.
I support changing the name of the CIE to “Student Perceptions,” as this aligns with faculty
conversations and the permanent box we included for comments.
Reich made a motion to endorse the recommendations made in the white paper. Rubarth
seconded the motion. Motion passed unanimously. The paper will be discussed at the next CLA
Faculty Meeting.
Anti-Racist Faculty Recommendations
ATTACHMENT #3
Jennifer Cavenaugh
We conducted work at our last faculty retreat to see what Rollins would look like if we became an
intentionally anti-racist school. The Dean’s Office created a Google Doc to ensure this work
doesn’t get lost and now we would like to bring it back to the faculty for discussion.
Comments:
This year racial justice has been at the forefront of everyone’s minds. We should be mindful of
seizing this moment to consolidate and organize this work into a strategic direction for the
College. There is a lot of work happening across campus that needs to be brought together.
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The Diversity Council is a good place to take these suggestions.
We could have a conversation about embedding this into the curriculum by replacing one of the
rFLA themes with an anti-racist theme. Ashley will take that idea to the rFLA Advisory Committee.
Submit ideas about how governance can help implement these ideas and Paul will find a way to
disperse to various committees.
Faculty Salary Equity Committee Report
ATTACHMENT #4
Donald Davison
Due to time constraints, this item will be discussed at the next EC meeting.

Vidovic made a motion to Adjourn. Ray seconded the motion. Meeting adjourned at 1:49 p.m.
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ATTACHMENT #1
Meeting Pressing Curricular Staffing Needs

Rollins shared governance provides a valued process for determining the need for a new tenure track
position that includes many informed voices. Sometimes we have pressing, short term needs that call for a
VAP/Lecturer/Artist-in-Residence to offer elements of our curriculum. There is a heightened need as we
work on our 2021-2022 schedule in the context of both the impact of COVID and our ongoing curricular
optimization work. We believe that the Deans and Provost are in the best position to respond rapidly to
curricular staffing needs involving contingent faculty and propose bringing these needs to the Executive
Committee of CLA to gather input before approving the hires. Below are the contingent hires we find
essential for the coming academic year.
In CLA, we are considering the following non-sabbatical VAP hires:
1. Math to teach Pre-Calc and mathematics competency courses
2. Musicologist (no one on faculty has that expertise and John Sinclair is planning a sabbatical)
3. Accounting (ideally could teach one other area in the major as well)
To date, we have approved sabbatical VAP hires and these are accounted for in the budget
Holt is facing four major challenges. They are generating over $4 million that goes back to the Rollins
budget, but three high revenue programs and one significant community impact program are at risk. To
optimize the delivery of the CLA and Holt academic programs in a cost-effective manner, we are shifting to
a model where onload teaching in Holt is increasingly limited to CLA faculty with an appointment in and
salary support from Holt (acknowledging departments will make swaps for areas of coverage). In the short
term, this puts a press on the Holt budget, but is a long-term investment in the sustainability of Holt,
including its substantial revenue contributions to Rollins. Thus, we are considering:
1. One MHR lecturer/program director.
a. With Don Rogers’ retirement we do not have a clear path forward for the MHR
program which generates $750,000 in revenue annually. A thorough, external
review indicates they need two faculty. We would like to hire one faculty member
on the Holt budget.
2. One VAP/lecturer in MPH.
a. The MPH program cannot be accredited without two FTE. The program that
generates $500,000 annually in revenue.
3. One business lecturer/program director.
a. Undergraduate business is the largest revenue driver in the Holt undergraduate
curriculum as well as in CLA. Hiring a program director/lecturer with the Holt
budget will allow that program to run primarily with adjuncts and to return onload
CLA business teaching to CLA. Done right it both generates substantial Holt
revenue and alleviates a bit of the enrollment press on the CLA side.
4. One VAP in Education/Pathways Coordinators
a. With Deb Wellman’s retirement, there is nobody to continue the Pathways
partnership with Orange County Public School which will be running three
concurrent cohorts in the fall of 2021. This would also allow Rollins to offer
educational psychology, a required course for certification, as none of the current
faculty have expertise in that subfield.
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Memo
To: Martina Vidovic, Chair and the Members of the Curriculum Committee
From: Deborah Prosser, Director of Olin Library
Re: Request to fill the Science Librarian/Head of Research Services at the tenure-track assistant professor
level
Date: February 26, 2021
I respectfully request for the CC to consider a recommendation to hire a tenure-track assistant professor as
Science Librarian and Head of Research Services in Olin Library for fall 2021. Replacement for this position
was approved by the CC and EC in December 2019. We began a search and were close to hiring when the
position was frozen due to COVID: we had scheduled two strong candidates to interview on campus when
hiring ceased.
The justification:
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

This position is a department head role that supervises three librarians and coordinates librarian
research and instruction services, including: scheduling, outreach, partnerships, and professional
development.
The continued vacancy in the head of research services role means limited coordination of the
contributions librarians make to teaching, scholarly communications, and faculty outreach.
Science Librarian is one of two highly specialized librarian liaison roles. The STEM faculty have
worked without expert librarian assistance for the past three semesters.
The position serves as liaison for instruction, research support, and collection development to:
Biology, Chemistry, Physics, Environmental Science, Mathematics, Counseling, Psychology
There are currently two frozen librarian positions due COVID. This position is the priority.
Vacancies in key librarian roles impact all of the librarians who must fill in to cover shortages and
close the gaps. We are close to the limit of what we can absorb to consistently provide the level of
service the faculty expect and that we owe to our students, and we will be beyond that limit in the
fall due to scheduled sabbaticals. Key research and instruction services to faculty and students will
be further impacted.
Visiting and temporary replacements are not usual in the library profession due to the specialized
contributions each librarian position makes to library operations. We will not be able to hire a
limited term, visiting faculty member with the level of expertise and supervisory experience we
need for this role.
Because library faculty positions are twelve months, we do not need to hire on the academic-year
calendar and can expect a strong pool any time we advertise.
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ROLLINS COLLEGE
POSITION DESCRIPTION

Name:

Vacant

Position Title:

Science Librarian and Head of Research Services
Posn No:
Olin Library
01/06/2020
FLSA Class:

Department:
Date:

I.

F
EX

Rollins Service Philosophy & Service Excellence Standards

At Rollins, we value academic excellence and share a common service philosophy: “Together, we inspire
purposeful lives through distinctive, engaged learning and exceptional service.” Over and above the job
specific functions and responsibilities detailed in this job description, all staff are responsible for modeling
Rollins’ service philosophy through competent, collaborative, responsive and respectful service to others.
Responsive

Respectful

Collaborative

Competent

•

•

•

•

•
•
•
•

Innovative, resourceful
and timely
Approachable and openminded
Solution-oriented
Personalized and caring
Balancing individual and
institutional needs

•
•
•

Friendly, courteous and
considerate
Exhibiting care and
compassion when
serving others
Valuing different ideas
and perspectives
Treating others with
dignity

•
•
•
•

II.

Communicating
within/outside of work
group
Working together to
accomplish goals
Demonstrating
teamwork across
boundaries
Supporting others in
what they do
Keeping eye on the big
picture

•
•
•
•

Thorough knowledge of
job and mission
Effective, efficient,
reliable performance
Proficient in meeting
student/customer needs
Ability to align efforts
with goals
Ongoing commitment to
excellence

Position Summary
This position is a tenure track faculty position and a department head role within Olin Library and
reports to the Director of the Library. The Science Librarian and Head of Research Services may be
appointed as an assistant or associate professor, based on experience. Librarians with faculty status at
Rollins College are expected to show a pattern of growth and development in librarianship, teaching,
scholarship, and service that is expected to continue throughout their career at Rollins. Under the
direction of the Director of the Library, the Science Librarian and Head of Research Services will lead
and participate in public services, including research consultation, instruction, and serving as a liaison
to assigned departments. The Science Librarian and Head of Research Services is also responsible for
knowledge and promotion of open access publishing for the wider faculty and students in STEM fields.

III.

Essential Job Functions
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Head of Research Services
a. Active management of the library faculty members who provide research assistance, including
scheduling coverage, overseeing chat and email research assistance policies and procedures, and
working in consultation with the Director of the Library on the scope and direction of research
consultation services to library users
b. In consultation with the Library Director, establish policies and procedures to assure the research
assistance and instruction services of the library and personnel are aligned with the needs of the
library and the mission and strategic direction of the college
c. Evaluate systems, forms, and colleagues who provide research assistance, providing feedback on a
timely basis, making suggestions for changes, providing opportunities for departmental members
to evaluate, and solicit feedback from colleagues and library users
d. Report, as needed, on collected data in visually appropriate methods to communicate the
library’s contribution to the college learning environment, particularly regarding
contributions toward information literacy
e. In conjunction with the Director of the Library maintain, review and revise as needed the
feedback evaluation forms for research consultation and instruction
f. Supervise three public services librarians (Business Librarian, Research and Instruction
Librarian, and Access Services Librarian [for public service duties only])
g. Provide summaries of instruction data for CEC annual reviews for library faculty; provide
instruction and consultation data for reports as requested
h. Perform other related duties as assigned by the Olin Library Director
Research
a. Provide research assistance during scheduled hours at the Olin Library both online and in-person,
including some evening and weekend hours
b. Provide research support via appointment and drop-in for students and faculty in assigned liaison
departments
c. Confer and partner with other Olin Library faculty in the ongoing maintenance and development of
the library’s research assistance and information literacy programs
d. Maintain a working knowledge of developments in data management and data set availability in
support of teaching in STEM fields
Instruction
a. Provide information literacy instruction including library orientation and RCCs, general
undergraduate instruction (including, on occasion, credit bearing courses), and upper division and
subject specific information literacy instruction
b. Develop innovative ways to enhance the information literacy and critical thinking skills of students,
as well as information literacy instruction across the curriculum
c. Work collaboratively with IDT, the TWC, library colleagues, and other partners as needed to
develop new teaching methods and modalities

Liaison
a. Develop relationships with faculty members in assigned departments: Biology; Chemistry;
Physics; Environmental Science; Mathematics; Counseling; Psychology; Applied Behavior
and Clinical Science
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b. Partner with STEM faculty to improve student information literacy and critical thinking
skills
c. Work with the Head of Collections and Systems and faculty members in liaison area to
develop the collection in all formats; demonstrate familiarity with STEM resources in all
formats
d. Encourage communication and integration between the library and the wider faculty
e. Seek innovative projects, services, and resources in partnership with faculty and students
to continuously improve library presence in the instructional programs for the Sciences
f. Work with STEM faculty on assignment design
g. Represent the Olin Library at campus-wide events and programs
Professional Development, Research, and Scholarship
i. Demonstrate continued membership and activity in appropriate professional organizations;
represent Olin Library and Rollins College at conferences
j. Continue professional development in an appropriate area(s) of librarianship
k. Research and scholarship in academic librarianship or another appropriate discipline
IV.

Education and Experience Required
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

V.

MLS or MLIS from an ALA-accredited library program
An academic background in math or sciences
Research and instruction experience in an academic library
Supervisory and/or leadership experience in an academic library
Educational background or work experience that indicates an ability to integrate the work of
the library in the campus community
A second masters in a related academic discipline is preferred

Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Enthusiasm and experience with information literacy instruction for groups and individuals
Ability to communicate effectively orally and in writing
Ability to interact with the public and academic community effectively and courteously
Ability to work effectively in a team environment and independently
An appreciation for liberal arts education and the role of the library in higher education
Skills in the use of a variety of computer software used in the library; demonstrated knowledge and
experience with ILS and LMS software, and print, electronic, and open access resources; knowledge of
data management resources
g. Ability to handle change in a library environment
h. The potential to present, publish, or otherwise contribute to academic librarianship or another
appropriate discipline
i. Willingness to work non-standard hours, including some evenings and weekends when needed

Approved by:

Date:
Supervisor
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Approved by:

Date:
Department Head

Approved by:

Date:
Human Resources Department

I have been given a copy of this Position Description. I am aware this Position Description is not a contract and
all specific details of the position are not included in the Position Description.

________________________________
Incumbent

Date:__________________

11

ATTACHMENT #2

WHITE PAPER

Identifying Some Sources of Bias in Course and Instructor Evaluations (CIEs) Updated:
March 1, 2021

Prepared by the Faculty Affairs Committee

DRAFT REPORT1

1

This informational report is the work of the members of the Faculty Affairs Committee and is
not the official policy of Rollins College.
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PREFACE

The Rollins College Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC) was requested by several faculty
members and academic administrators to re-examine the efficacy of the current online course
instructor evaluation (CIE) method. The course instructor evaluation tool serves as one
important part of the evaluation of teaching effectiveness at Rollins College. Like any subjective
rating process, the CIE is limited because it can reflect users’ racial and gender biases. This
White Paper is an initial examination of evaluating teaching effectiveness surveyed in the
national literature as well as at Rollins College. Accordingly, the FAC recommends ongoing
analysis of teaching effectiveness and possible sources of bias.

To that end, this White Paper examines the phenomena of racial, gender and sexual orientation
bias in CIEs. Nonetheless the FAC does not recommend abolishing CIEs. Instead we ask
evaluators to be aware of possible bias and encourage more effective use of the CIE. The
intention behind this White Paper is to provide an educational resource to faculty and
administrators about the limitations of course evaluations in evaluating faculty for tenure and
promotion. While course evaluations can provide valuable feedback to a faculty member on how
to improve her or his courses and can also reveal areas of strengths and weaknesses in teaching,
best practices indicate that course evaluations should be only one measure of a variety of
measures to evaluate teaching. There is a prolific literature examining the reliability and validity
of student evaluations of teaching (SET) in higher education. Generally, the literature reports the
robust conclusion that online course evaluations are vulnerable to biases correlated with gender,
race, and sexual orientation of the instructor. In addition, the literature generally finds that many
course evaluations are poor measures of student learning. Instead, the instruments tend to
capture student satisfaction with the course, their perception of learning rather than actual
learning, and their grade expectations. Course evaluations can reflect students’ (sometimes
implicit) biases and as such may often be impoverished sources of information about minority
and female faculty in administrative review of teaching effectiveness.

This White Paper provides an overview of the national literature regarding gender, race, and
sexual orientation-related biases in course evaluation. We also identify some of the unique
characteristics of Rollins College which separate us from other institutions in these studies.
14

Next, we report general descriptive results regarding the outcomes from the CIEs at Rollins as
they compare to the trends found in the literature. Finally, the goal of the FAC is to prepare
recommendations that will be discussed with the faculty during the spring, 2021. Excellence in
teaching is the sine qua non of Rollins College. As a faculty we are eager to inform ourselves of
our teaching effectiveness and student learning. We hope to increase awareness of the strengths
and limitations of course evaluations thus encouraging a forum for discussion and development.

Course instructor evaluations (CIEs) play a significant role in career trajectories, in both
personnel and awards decisions for faculty at many institutions, including Rollins. A chorus of
recent inquiries into the efficacy of course evaluations across various institutions suggests that
they may provide limited information about teaching effectiveness generally, and they frequently
can reflect the unconscious biases of students. The limitations of course evaluations are
magnified in the context of evaluating minority faculty. This white paper examines gender,
racial, and sexual biases, although other sources of bias exist. The literature affirms the
importance of using a holistic approach for evaluating teaching that recognizes the limitations of
course evaluations and includes other measures of evaluating teaching.

GENERAL LIMITATIONS OF TEACHING EVALUATIONS

Since the 1990s, when course evaluations began to take on significant importance in hiring,
retention, and promotion decisions at American universities, scholars have sounded the alarm on
their efficacy.2 In a recent 2017 review of the literature, and which includes some strong
suggestions for rethinking course evaluations, Henry Hornstein notes several problems with
standardizing the evaluation of teaching. These problems include: (1) considerable disagreement
about what qualities mark “teaching effectiveness” and the problem of measurement generally;
(2) a reminder that CIEs are objectively suspect because they measure students’ subjective
perceptions of a course and instructor rather than the actual course and instructor herself; (3) the
problem of limited response rates; and (4) that student satisfaction does not necessarily correlate
with learning. Hornstein surveys the ways in which course evaluations do not offer a solid

See, for example, J.V. Adams, “Student Evaluations: The Ratings Game.” Inquiry 1 (1997): 1016.
2
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ground on which instruction can be measured objectively. In response, he suggests that “the
persistent practice of using student evaluations as summative measures to determine decisions
for retention, promotion, and pay for faculty members is improper and depending on
circumstances could be argued to be illegal.”3
Many studies conclude that course evaluations are flawed measures of teaching effectiveness.4
Boring, et. al., find that student evaluations are more strongly related to the instructor’s gender
and to students’ grade expectations than objective indicates of learning. “On the whole, high
SET (student evaluations of teaching) seem to be a reward students give instructors who make
them anticipate getting a good grade. . . .”5 Boring and her colleagues also find gender
disparities in student teaching evaluations. Overall, male instructors receive higher scores than
female instructors. However, they also find gender concordance—male students give male
instructors higher evaluation scores than they give female instructors, and vice versa. Therefore,
gender effects may be heightened depending on the composition of the instructor’s class. For
instance, a female instructor with a largely male student class might expect to receive statistically
significant lower evaluations regardless of how much learning occurred in the course. Indeed,
Deslauriers and colleagues found little relationship between perceived learning and objective
learning in introductory physics classes.6 The authors found that students who are engaged in
active learning—while more difficult than passive learning—demonstrate objectively greater
knowledge on end of the year exams. Consistent with this objective, Rollins College encourages
active learning by students even though it is more challenging. Despite the advantages of active
learning, however, some students may perceive themselves to learn more under passive learning
approaches. This could lead to a disconnect between the effectiveness of a course measured by
student learning and the perceptions held by students revealed in the course evaluation.

Hornstein, Henry, “Student evaluations of teaching are an inadequate assessment tool for
evaluating faculty performance.” Cogent Education 4 (2017): 1-8, 2.
4
Boring, Anne, Kellie Ottoboni, and Philip Start, “Student evaluations of teaching (mostly) do
not measure teaching effectiveness,” ScienceOpen Research, January 7, 2016.
5
Ibid, p. 1.
6
Deslauriers, Louis, Logan McCarty, Kelly Miller, Kristina Callaghan, and Greg Kestin,
“Measuring actual learning versus feeling of learning in response to being actively engaged in
the classroom,” PNAS Latest Articles, August 13, 2019.
3
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Finally, Esarey and Valdes use computational simulation that assumes course evaluations are
valid, reliable, and unbiased. They find that even under these ideal assumptions course
evaluations cannot reliably identify good teaching. Instead, they recommend that using course
evaluations in combination with multiple measures of teaching effectiveness can produce better
results.7

The FAC would like to add that course evaluations for courses that involve controversial,
emotionally triggering, or political content might confuse indicators of student learning with
student perceptions of a class. This might be especially true for faculty from underrepresented
groups who teach about topics related to their identity, for example, African American faculty
who teach about racism and white privilege.

GENDER BIAS IN TEACHING EVALUATIONS

A robust scholarship over the last thirty years indicates that student evaluations unfairly critique
the teaching effectiveness of female instructors due not to “gendered behavior” on behalf of the
instructors but to “actual bias on the part of the students.”8 In a 2015 study from MacNell,
Driscoll, and Hunt, the authors emphasize that student gender biases reflect a broader trend of
“the pervasive devaluation of women, relative to men, that occurs in professional settings in the
United States” (293). The authors show that gender bias in course evaluations is a significant
source of inequality facing female faculty and “systematically disadvantages women in
academia” (301).

Ben Schmidt, professor of history at Northwestern University, has compiled data from over 14
million Ratemyprofessor.com reviews in interactive graphs on his professional website that
reveal the unconscious bias of student evaluations. According to Claire Cain Miller, Schmidt’s
data reveals “that people tend to think more highly of men than women in professional settings,

7

Esarey, Justin and Natalie Valdes, “Unbiased, reliable, and valid student evaluations can still be
unfair,” Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education, February 20, 2020.
8
MacNell, Lillian, Adam Driscoll, and Andrea Hunt, “What’s in a Name: Exposing Gender Bias
in Student Ratings of Teaching.” Innovative Higher Education 40 (2015): 291-303, 301.
Subsequent references appear parenthetically within the text.
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praise men for the same things they criticize women for, and are more likely to focus on a
woman’s appearance or personality and on a man’s skills and intelligence.”9 Schmidt’s
visualizations of his data, available on his website show significant discrepancies along gender
lines in student evaluations of teaching: male instructors are more likely to be rated “smart,”
“genius,” or “funny,” while female professors are more frequently labeled “strict” or “bossy.”
Professor Schmidt’s frequency analysis of RateMyProfessor.com is limited in that
Ratemyprofessor.com tends to attract a nonrepresentative sample of course evaluators; however,
its strength is that the site is possibly the largest publicly-available database of course
evaluations.

More recently, scholars Kristina Mitchell and Jonathan Martin demonstrate the differences in
language students use to evaluate male and female faculty. They show that a male instructor
“administering an identical course as a female instructor receives higher ordinal scores in
teaching evaluations, even when questions are not instructor-specific.”10 Mitchell and Martin
demonstrate that student evaluations of female faculty often demean their professional
accomplishments, critique their attire and personality, and generally document “that students
have less professional respect for their female professors” (652). These data encourage Mitchell
and Martin to argue against course evaluations in administrative or promotional decisions
altogether because “the use of evaluations in employment decisions is discriminatory against
women” (648).

RACIAL AND ETHNIC BIAS IN TEACHING EVALUATIONS

Although course evaluations have existed in higher education for nearly a century, it is no
surprise that education researchers have historically “overlooked the classroom experiences of

Miller, Claire Cain, “Is the Professor Bossy or Brilliant? Much Depends on Gender.,” New
York Times, 6 Feb. 2015.
10
Mitchell, Kristina M. and Jonathan Martin, “Gender Bias in Student Evaluations.” PS:
Political Science & Politics 51, 3 (July 2018):, 648-652, 648. Subsequent references appear
parenthetically within the text.
9
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teachers and professors of color.”11 Over the last several decades, this lacuna has begun to be
addressed as education researchers have investigated the challenges facing professors of color in
regards to the validity of course evaluations and the instrument’s tendency to reflect prejudices.
Thirty years ago, textile and clothing scholar Usha Chowdhary conducted two different sections
of the same course in different garb—one in traditional Indian clothing and the other in Western
clothing; she discovered that the course evaluations from the section in which she wore
traditional Indian clothing were more negative.12 Ten years later, Heidi Nast surveyed “student
resistances to multicultural teaching and faculty diversity [and] the risks that derive from
problematic institutional deployment of student evaluations as a means of judging multicultural
curricular and faculty success.”13 Nast surveys several incidents when course evaluations were
used to harass faculty of color and/or LGBTQ faculty and “to register anger and disapproval at
having to negotiate topics and issues in a scholarly way which conflict with heretofore learned
social values and assumptions” (104). A contemporaneous study by Katherine Hendrix similarly
determines that “race influences student perceptions of professor credibility” (740) and that “the
competence of Black professors was more likely to be questioned” (758). This review only
scratches the surface of a robust scholarship from the end of the twentieth century; Chowdhary,
Nast, and Hendrix help us understand how course evaluations for classes taught by faculty of
color frequently reflect larger social biases and are this must be weighed when using course
evaluations as a measure of success in the classroom.14

While Chowdary, Nast, and Hendrix relied on anecdotal data from restricted sample sizes, more
recently scholars have broadened the scope of their investigations. In a robust review of
evaluations from students at 25 liberal arts colleges on the website Ratemyprofessor.com,
Hendrix, Katherine Grace, “Student Perceptions of the Influence of Race on Professor
Credibility.” Journal of Black Studies 28, 6 (1998): 738-763, 739. Subsequent references appear
parenthetically within the text.
12 Chowdhary, Usha, “Instructor’s Attire as a Biasing Factor in Students’ Ratings of an
Instructor.” Clothing & Textiles Research Journal 6 (1988): 17-22.
13
Nast, Heidi J, “‘Sex’, ‘Race’ and Multiculturalism: Critical Consumption and the Politics of
Course Evaluations." Journal of Geography in Higher Education 23, 1 (03, 1999): 102-115, 103.
Subsequent references appear parenthetically within the text.
14
A more recent study confirms their findings: Arnold K Ho, Lotte Thomsen, and Jim Sidanius,.
“Perceived Academic Competence and Overall Job Evaluations: Students' Evaluations of
African American and European American Professors.” Journal of Applied Social Psychology
39.2 (2009): 389-406.
11
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Landon Reid determined that “racial minority faculty, particularly Black faculty, were evaluated
more negatively than White faculty in terms of Overall Quality, Helpfulness, and Clarity.”15
Reid cautions that “both race and gender have an interactive effect on course evaluations that
should be considered in the tenure and promotion cases of racial minority faculty” (145).
Importantly, Reid points out that students “are unlikely to assert that a racial minority faculty
member is a bad instructor because of their race” and that “instead, prejudicial biases are more
likely to be expressed as principled, and therefore socially defensible, evaluations of an
instructor’s teaching” (146). Reid noted particularly that at institutions like Rollins, which
“demand excellent, not merely good, teaching for promotion and tenure” the problem of racial
minority faculty’s evaluative disadvantage may be “compounded” (148).

Similarly, Bettye Smith and Billy Hawkins contribute to the discussion with a large-scale
quantitative, empirical study which determined that “race does matter in how students evaluate
both faculty and the value of the courses faculty teach […] and therefore matters when
examining faculty effectiveness.”16 Smith and Hawkins’s study demonstrates that Black
faculty’s “mean scores were the lowest” among Black, White, and a third racial category of
Other (159). Smith and Hawkins find that this phenomenon was “especially troublesome
because these ratings have the power to affect merit increases and careers” (159). Other studies
have addressed this evaluative disadvantage shouldered by minority faculty, with similar
findings that Hispanic and Asian American faculty similarly receive lower ratings than White
faculty.17

SEXUAL ORIENTATION BIAS IN TEACHING EVALUATIONS
Reid, Landon, “The Role of Perceived Race and Gender in the Evaluation of College Teaching
on RateMyProfessors.com.” Journal of Diversity in Higher Education 3, 3 (2010): 137-152, 145.
Subsequent references appear parenthetically within the text.
16
Smith, Bettye P. and Billy Hawins, “Examining Student Evaluations of Black College
Faculty: Does Race Matter?” The Journal of Negro Education 80, 2 (2011): 149-162, 160.
Subsequent references appear parenthetically within the text.
17
Anderson, K.J. and Smith, G. “Students’ preconceptions of professors: Benefits and barriers
according to ethnicity and gender.” Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 2 (2005):184-201;
and G. Smith, G and Anderson, K.J,. “Students’ Ratings of Professors: The Teaching Style
Contingency for Latino/a Professors.” Journal of Latinos and Education 4 (2005): 115-136.
15
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There is a growing literature investigating whether students’ evaluations of professors are
influenced by their perception of the faculty member’s sexual orientation. Generally,
conclusions about students’ racial and gender biases extend to biases about sexual orientation of
instructors. For instance, Melanie Moore and Richard Trahan find that women who teach
courses on gender often experience resistance and skepticism because students perceive them as
advancing their personal political agenda.18 By extension, Russ, Simonds, and Hunt (2002)
examine whether instructor sexual orientation influences students’ perceptions of teacher
credibility, character, and students’ personal assessment of how much they are learning.19 Their
results suggest that perceptions of credibility, character, and student learning are strongly
influenced by the sexual orientation of the instructor. In comparing student ratings of a guest
instructor who indicated he was either gay or straight, “Students perceived the gay instructor to
be significantly less credible in terms of competence and character” compared to their
evaluations of the straight instructor (316). Similarly, analyzing qualitative information such as
written comments revealed that the gay instructor vignette received four-times more negative
comments by students compared to the straight instructor. Russ and Simonds also reveal a
connection between students’ perception of how much they learn, the credibility of the
instructor, and the sexual orientation of the instructor. First, they find that students perceive
themselves to learn more from teachers who are seen as credible. Second, “students perceive
they learn almost twice as much from a heterosexual teacher compared to a gay teacher (319).”
In summary, students rate a gay instructor as less credible and therefore perceive themselves as
learning less than from a heterosexual instructor.

In addition to perceived learning perceptions, Kristin Anderson and Melinda Kanner report that
“Lesbian and gay professors were rated as having a political agenda, compared to heterosexual

Moore, Melanie and Richard Trahan, “Biased and political: Student perceptions of females
teaching about gender.” College Student Journal, 31, 4, (1997).
19
Russ, Travis L. Cheri J. Simonds, and Stephen K. Hunt, “Coming Out in the Classroom . . . An
Occupational Hazard?: The Influence of Sexual Orientation on Teacher Credibility and
Perceived Student Learning,” Communication Education, 51, 3, (2002).
18
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professors with the same syllabus (1538).20 These results suggest that students’ course evaluation
criteria differ when evaluating courses taught by lesbian or gay professors versus heterosexual
professors. This expanding body of literature shows that there are biases regarding the sexual
orientation of instructors.

COURSE INSTRUCTOR EVALUATIONS AT ROLLINS COLLEGE
The current course and instructor evaluation instrument (CIE) was adopted in 2007. The CIEs
provide several unique and important sources of information for the instructor of the course and
the evaluation committees. The CIE provides longitudinal information regarding a faculty
member’s development as a teacher. In this way, the instrument offers information about the
patterns and trajectories of faculty teaching; the CIEs also provide narrative feedback from
student comments. The qualitative information from student comments can be combined with
the numeric information available from the inventory of evaluation areas receiving scaled scores.
Both qualitative and quantitative information can be useful to faculty members to reflect upon
and improve their teaching and for evaluation committees to identify patterns and areas of
concern. As this White Paper discusses, course evaluations may reflect bias in both the narrative
comments and numerical scores. We should recognize that the CIEs at Rollins are subject to
some of the limitations associated with all teaching evaluation instruments used at institutions
across the United States. Because of this Rollins should carefully consider the role of course
evaluations in tenure and promotion decisions and ensure that we use a holistic approach for
evaluating teaching which includes course evaluations, syllabi, assignments, exercises,
simulations, classroom observation, etc. The evaluator should combine the qualitative student
comments and the quantitative scores to gain a narrative and numeric picture of the students’
perceptions of the course.

BIAS AT ROLLINS

The Office of Institutional Analytics examined whether there is evidence of bias in the
quantitative component of the Course and Instructor Evaluation (CIE) instrument used at Rollins.
20

Anderson, K. J., & Kanner, M., Inventing a gay agenda: Students' perceptions of lesbian and gay professors.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 41(6), 1538–1564, (2011). https://doi.org/10.1111/j.15591816.2011.00757.x
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The study was conducted using 1,837 course sections taught by full-time CLA faculty from fall,
2016 through fall, 2019. This produced a pool of more than 32,000 separate course evaluations
used in the statistical analysis. International faculty and faculty who did not specify their race or
ethnicity in the College survey are excluded from the analysis. The results indicate very small
differences in the quantitative scores between male and female faculty as well as between white
non-Hispanic faculty and faculty from minority groups.

Two different analyses were conducted. The first test compared the difference in mean raw
scores for each indicator in the CIE between faculty groups. The differences in mean raw scores
range from 0.02 to 0.10 of one raw score point (significant; p<0.05). The second analysis
examined the difference in the percentage of course evaluations that receive either a Poor (score
= 1) or Fair (score=2) on items in the inventory. In other words, this analysis explores the
possibility that certain groups of faculty receive a larger number of extremely poor evaluations
compared to their white male colleagues. The results show that female faculty and faculty from
minority groups receive 0.40% to 1.50% more evaluations with low scores (significant; p<.05).
(Refer to Appendix for complete results).

Large-n studies such as this can sometimes distort or mask the statisticial significance of the
outcomes, such that even though the statistical tests are significant, they may only appear that
way due to the large sample size. Therefore, the FAC requested two additional analyses. First,
the Office of Institutional Analytics tested for effect size (Cohen’s d). Cohen's d is a statistic
used to measure the standardized difference between two means. A d less than 0.2 reflects
trivial differences between the samples. When d approximates 0.5 there is evidence of a
moderate effect and when d exceeds 0.8 the effect is considered strong. In our data set, the
majority of the comparisons have a d less than 0.2 with a few items ranging between 0.2 and 0.4.
(See Appendix 3). Thus, the apparent differences between groups’ CIEs may be due to the large
sample size in this analysis, and the differences are not quantitatively meaningful according to
the effect size analysis. This analysis does not address whether quantitative differences impact
the perceptions of evaluators and instructors themselves, nor does it address bias in students’
comments.
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Finally, Appendix 4 reports the results for whether there was a difference in the average size of
class enrollments by the faculty groups. If faculty from under-represented groups or female
faculty members regularly teach classes that are larger (smaller) compared to white (male)
faculty then there could be a class size effect influencing the results. The results indicate that
class sizes are comparable across all groups in the study and this test provided no evidence of a
class-size effect.

Summary Comparison of Quantitative CIE Scores For Faculty Groups

Range
(min – max differences)
Minority Faculty compared with White faculty
Range of mean differences in raw scores (minority

0.02 – 0.10

means < white means)
Range of difference in percent of evaluations either

0.53% - 1.47%

Poor (1) or Fair (2) (minority percent > white
percent)
Female compared with Male Faculty
Range of mean differences in raw scores (female <

0.02 – 0.09

male)
Range of percent of evaluations either Poor (1) or

0.39% - 1.45%

Fair (2) (female percent > male percent)
29,733 < N <32,307

The faculty of Rollins College strive to be excellent teachers. Faculty value the information they
receive from their course evaluations each semester as they reflect on and fine-tune their classes.
The Faculty Affairs Committee offers several recommendations designed to heighten awareness
of the subtle ways bias influences course evaluations as well as ways to best use the information
contained in the CIEs. The FAC hopes these suggestions will increase awareness of the
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potential forms of bias and contribute to a discussion of how to effectively evaluate teaching in
liberal arts colleges.
1.

The Office of Institutional Analytics should conduct the Race and Gender Bias Study
every four years and report the results to the Faculty Affairs Committee. We
recommendthat the next study also include an analysis of student comments. This
enables an analysis of both quantitative and qualitative information contained in the
evaluations. Regular reporting of this information allows faculty and administrators to
monitor the institution’s progress regarding resisting bias in teaching evaluations and
aids in effectively using the information contained in the CIEs.

2.

The FAC recommends that the text box for faculty comments on the CIE is made a
permanent feature on Course Instructor Evaluations.

3.

The FAC recommends that the name of the instrument be changed from
CourseInstructor Evaluation to “Student Perceptions of the Course and
Instruction.”

4.

The FAC encourages faculty to view the online tutorial available for using the CIE).
The instructional tutorial is very thorough and provides useful contextual information for
properly interpreting course evaluations, possible biases in raw scores and comments, and
interpretation of the comparison percentiles.

5.

CIEs can provide useful longitudinal information by identifying trends and patterns in
faculty instruction. The strategy for interpreting CIEs is combining the quantitative
measures (raw scores) with the qualitative information available in students’
comments.The FAC affirms that a holistic approach to evaluation is preferrable in
which CIEs are combined with other sources of information about teaching quality and
development.

6.

The FAC recommends that evaluators avoid relying on the percentiles except when they
reveal a consistent pattern below the 10th percentile. The overall distribution of
25

teaching scores at Rollins is very high. Therefore, small changes in raw scores can
produce largechanges in the corresponding percentile score.
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Appendix

Results for Negative Bias against Female Faculty and Faculty from Unrepresented Groups
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Negative Rating Bias Against Female Faculty in Student Course Evaluations
Chi-square test for Equal proportions
Null Hypothesis H0 = Both female and male faculty are equally likely to receive negative rating (1=Poor and 2=Fair) from student
i.e. H0 = the proportions of negative rating received by male and female faculty = 0.5
Alternate Hypothesis H1 = Male and female faculty are not equally likely to receive negative rating from a student
For each of questions below, where p-value < 0.05, reject the null hypothesis and infer that the proportion of negative ratings received by male and female faculty are not equal

for Female Faculty

#

11.2

Survey Question

Overall Professor - Overall, how would you
rate this professor?

for Male Faculty

Responses of 3 % of Responses
Good, 4 Very of 3 Good, 4 Very Total # of
Good and 5
Responses
Good and 5
Excellent
Excellent

Response
% of
s of 3
% of
Responses of
Responses of 3
Responses Good, 4
Total # of
1 Poor and 2
Good, 4 Very
of 1 Poor
Responses
Very
Fair
Good and 5
and 2 Fair Good and
Excellent
5
Excellent

Difference
in % of 1
Poor and 2
Fair
responses
(Male Female)

ChiSquare
Statistic
Value

Responses of
1 Poor and 2
Fair

% of Responses
of 1 Poor and 2
Fair

1,140

6.8%

15,745

93.2%

16,885

812

5.3%

14,514

94.7%

15,326

-1.45%

29.81

4.8E-08

32,211

467

2.7%

16,521

97.3%

16,988

336

2.2%

15,036

97.8%

15,372

-0.56%

10.58

1.1E-03

32,360

900

5.3%

16,063

94.7%

16,963

557

3.6%

14,787

96.4%

15,344

-1.68%

52.52

4.3E-13

32,307

366

2.2%

16,589

97.8%

16,955

321

2.1%

15,021

97.9%

15,342

-0.07%

0.17

6.8E-01

32,297

936

5.5%

16,012

94.5%

16,948

749

4.9%

14,588

95.1%

15,337

-0.64%

6.65

9.9E-03

32,285

1,151

6.8%

15,802

93.2%

16,953

975

6.4%

14,368

93.6%

15,343

-0.43%

2.47

1.2E-01

32,296

323

1.9%

16,626

98.1%

16,949

194

1.3%

15,138

98.7%

15,332

-0.64%

20.95

4.7E-06

32,281

716

4.2%

16,214

95.8%

16,930

517

3.4%

14,801

96.6%

15,318

-0.85%

15.95

6.5E-05

32,248

730

4.3%

16,081

95.7%

16,811

508

3.3%

14,736

96.7%

15,244

-1.01%

21.96

2.8E-06

32,055

575

3.4%

16,334

96.6%

16,909

461

3.0%

14,862

97.0%

15,323

-0.39%

3.97

4.6E-02

32,232

712

4.3%

15,768

95.7%

16,480

514

3.4%

14,394

96.6%

14,908

-0.87%

15.88

6.8E-05

31,388

Prob or pvalue

N

7. Please rate your professor on the following characteristics7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
7.8
7.9
7.10

Respectful - Treats students with courtesy
and respect
Prepared - Organized & prepared when
teaching students
Enthusiastic - Genuinely excited about
teaching & interacting with students
Effective - Able to explain complex material &
accomplish course goals
Interesting - Draws your interest & keeps
your attention
Knowledgeable - Comprehensive & current
knowledge in her/his field
Egalitarian - Treats students equally - does
not play favorites
Tolerant - Open to student attitudes &
opinions that are not her/his own
Supportive - Encourages students to do their
best & supports their efforts
Available - Easy to approach & available for
meetings outside of class
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Lower Average Score Bias Against Female Faculty in Student Course Evaluations
Two sample t-test for Equal Average Scores
Null Hypothesis H0 = The avg. score given by students to male and female faculty are equal (or statistically indifferent). Avg. score for each faculty is calculated for each of the
below questions asked in student course evaluation by considering the following scores: 1 for Poor, 2 for Fair, 3 for Good, 4 for Very Good and 5 for Excellent.
Alternate Hypothesis H1 = Average scores given to male and female faculty by the students in course evaluation is not equal.
For each of questions below, where Probt < 0.05, reject the null hypothesis and infer that the average score received by the male and female faculties in that question is not the
same.

#

11.2

Survey Question

Overall Professor - Overall, how would you
rate this professor?

Average Score
of Female
Faculty
(mu1)

4.37

Average Score
of Male Faculty
(mu2)
<

4.46

Difference
between Avg.
Score of Male Female Faculty

Method

Variances

tValue

DF

Probt

Method

Variances

tValue

DF

Probt

0.09 Pooled

Equal

-21.60

32,209 <.0001

Satterthwai
te
Unequal

-21.69

32,203 <.0001

0.04 Pooled

Equal

-17.32

32,358 <.0001

Satterthwai
te
Unequal

-17.51

31,932 <.0001

32,305 <.0001

Satterthwai
te
Unequal

-24.54

31,732 <.0001

32,295 <.0001

Satterthwai
te
Unequal

-8.00

30,973 <.0001

-16.78

32,103 <.0001

-18.42

31,332 <.0001

-35.67

32,219 <.0001

Unequal

-20.85

32,224 <.0001

Unequal

-23.25

31,857 <.0001

Unequal

-11.48

32,033 <.0001

Unequal

-14.83

31,366 <.0001

7. Please rate your professor on the following characteristics7.1

Respectful - Treats students with courtesy
and respect

4.66

<

4.70

7.2

Prepared - Organized & prepared when
teaching students

4.50

<

4.59

7.3

Enthusiastic - Genuinely excited about
teaching & interacting with students

7.5

Effective - Able to explain complex material &
accomplish course goals
Interesting - Draws your interest & keeps
your attention

7.6

Knowledgeable - Comprehensive & current
knowledge in her/his field

7.4

4.69

<

4.71

0.02 Pooled

Equal
Equal

-24.26
-8.04

4.48

<

4.53

0.05 Pooled

Equal

-16.76

32,283 <.0001

4.42

<

4.47

0.05 Pooled

Equal

-18.49

32,294 <.0001

4.72

<

4.79

0.07 Pooled

Equal

-35.41

32,279 <.0001

4.60

<

4.65

4.59

<

4.66

7.8

Egalitarian - Treats students equally - does
not play favorites
Tolerant - Open to student attitudes &
opinions that are not her/his own

7.9

Supportive - Encourages students to do their
best & supports their efforts

4.65

<

4.67

7.10

Available - Easy to approach & available for
meetings outside of class

4.59

<

4.64

7.7

0.09 Pooled

0.05 Pooled

Equal

-20.72

32,246 <.0001

0.07 Pooled

Equal

-23.06

32,053 <.0001

0.02 Pooled

Equal

-11.46

32,230 <.0001

0.05 Pooled

Equal

-14.74

31,386 <.0001

Satterthwai
te
Unequal
Satterthwai
te
Unequal
Satterthwai
te
Unequal
Satterthwai
te
Satterthwai
te
Satterthwai
te
Satterthwai
te

** The above study was conducted by the Office of Provost with results collected from student course evaluations in CLA courses from most recent 7 Spring and Fall terms (Fall 2016 through Fall 2019) for 1,837 sections taught
by our current 200 full-time CLA faculty. The analysis was carried out on the 11 questions asked to students in course evaluations that rate faculty on their teaching and behavior in the classroom. The four groups used for this
analysis are full-time female faculty, full-time male faculty, full-time faculties from White Non-Hispanic race and faculties from Under-represented Minority (URM) races. URM group includes faculty from Asian, African
American race and, Hispanic ethnicity. International faculty and faculty who have not specified their Race or Ethnicity to the college survey have been excluded from the study. All race, ethnicity and gender categories are selfidentified by the individuals.
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Negative Rating Bias Against Under-represented Faculty in Student Course Evaluations
Chi-square test for Equal proportions

Conclusion: This study shows that full-time Faculties from Under-represented Races at Rollins College consistently receive a more negative rating in student course evaluations compared to

for Under-represented (URM) Faculty

#

11.2

Survey Question

Overall Professor - Overall, how would you
rate this professor?

Responses of
1 Poor and 2
Fair

Responses of 3 % of Responses
% of Responses
Good, 4 Very
of 3 Good, 4
Total # of
of 1 Poor and 2
Good and 5
Very Good and 5 Responses
Fair
Excellent
Excellent

346

for White Non-Hispanic Faculty
% of
Responses of
Responses of
1 Poor and 2
1 Poor and 2
Fair
Fair

Difference
in % of 1
Responses of 3 % of Responses
ChiPoor and 2
Good, 4 Very of 3 Good, 4 Very Total # of
Square
Fair
Good and 5
Good and 5
Responses
Statistic
responses
Excellent
Excellent
Value
(White URM)

Prob or p
value

N

7.2%

4,449

92.8%

4,795

1,450

5.6%

24,264

94.4%

25,714

-1.58%

18.14

2.1E-05

30,509

139

2.9%

4,684

97.1%

4,823

593

2.3%

25,237

97.7%

25,830

-0.59%

5.99

1.4E-02

30,653

236

4.9%

4,583

95.1%

4,819

1,084

4.2%

24,702

95.8%

25,786

-0.69%

4.73

3.0E-02

30,605

142

2.9%

4,679

97.1%

4,821

475

1.8%

25,300

98.2%

25,775

-1.10%

24.99

5.8E-07

30,596

304

6.3%

4,512

93.7%

4,816

1,234

4.8%

24,534

95.2%

25,768

-1.52%

19.72

9.0E-06

30,584

350

7.3%

4,471

92.7%

4,821

1,616

6.3%

24,161

93.7%

25,777

-0.99%

6.63

1.0E-02

30,598

99

2.1%

4,717

97.9%

4,816

377

1.5%

25,389

98.5%

25,766

-0.59%

9.30

2.3E-03

30,582

218

4.5%

4,586

95.5%

4,804

932

3.6%

24,813

96.4%

25,745

-0.92%

9.41

2.2E-03

30,549

212

4.4%

4,563

95.6%

4,775

923

3.6%

24,668

96.4%

25,591

-0.83%

7.76

5.3E-03

30,366

210

4.4%

4,598

95.6%

4,808

745

2.9%

24,977

97.1%

25,722

-1.47%

28.94

7.5E-08

30,530

198

4.3%

4,452

95.7%

4,650

936

3.7%

24,147

96.3%

25,083

-0.53%

2.96

8.5E-02

29,733

7. Please rate your professor on the following characteristics7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
7.8
7.9
7.10

Respectful - Treats students with courtesy
and respect
Prepared - Organized & prepared when
teaching students
Enthusiastic - Genuinely excited about
teaching & interacting with students
Effective - Able to explain complex material &
accomplish course goals
Interesting - Draws your interest & keeps
your attention
Knowledgeable - Comprehensive & current
knowledge in her/his field
Egalitarian - Treats students equally - does
not play favorites
Tolerant - Open to student attitudes &
opinions that are not her/his own
Supportive - Encourages students to do their
best & supports their efforts
Available - Easy to approach & available for
meetings outside of class
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Lower Average ScoreBias Against Under-represented Faculty in Student Course Evaluations
Two sample t-test for Equal Average Scores

Conclusion: This study shows that full-time Faculty from Under-represented Races at Rollins College consistently receive a lower average score in student course evaluations compared to other

#

11.2

Survey Question
Overall Professor - Overall, how would you
rate this professor?

Average Score
of URM
Faculty
(mu1)

4.37

Average Score
Difference
of White Non- between Avg.
hispanic Faculty Score of White (mu2)
URM Faculty
<

4.44

4.66

<

4.69

4.54

<

4.56

4.66

<

4.72

4.44

<

4.54

4.41

<

4.48

4.73

<

4.77

4.62

<

4.63

4.60

<

4.64

4.61

<

4.67

4.59

<

4.63

Method

Variances

tValue

DF

Probt

0.07 Pooled

Equal

-8.72

30,507 <.0001

0.03 Pooled

Equal

-9.63

30,651 <.0001

0.02 Pooled

Equal

-4.9

30,603 <.0001

0.06 Pooled

Equal

-11.75

30,594 <.0001

0.10 Pooled

Equal

-14.5

30,582 <.0001

0.07 Pooled

Equal

-6.52

30,596 <.0001

0.03 Pooled

Equal

-7.81

30,580 <.0001

0.02 Pooled

Equal

-10.52

30,547 <.0001

0.04 Pooled

Equal

-10.81

30,364 <.0001

0.06 Pooled

Equal

-16.73

30,528 <.0001

0.04 Pooled

Equal

-11.34

29,731 <.0001

Method

Variances

Satterthwai
te
Unequal

tValue

DF

Probt

-7.67

6,083 <.0001

Unequal

-8.83

6,296 <.0001

Unequal

-4.53

6,332 <.0001

Unequal

-8.74

5,578 <.0001

Unequal

-12.11

5,916 <.0001

Unequal

-5.48

5,947 <.0001

Unequal

-6.46

5,882 <.0001

Unequal

-9.6

6,246 <.0001

Unequal

-9.59

6,091 <.0001

Unequal

-13.21

5,726 <.0001

Unequal

-9.39

5,679 <.0001

7. Please rate your professor on the following characteristics7.1
7.2
7.3
7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
7.8
7.9
7.10

Respectful - Treats students with courtesy
and respect
Prepared - Organized & prepared when
teaching students
Enthusiastic - Genuinely excited about
teaching & interacting with students
Effective - Able to explain complex material &
accomplish course goals
Interesting - Draws your interest & keeps
your attention
Knowledgeable - Comprehensive & current
knowledge in her/his field
Egalitarian - Treats students equally - does
not play favorites
Tolerant - Open to student attitudes &
opinions that are not her/his own
Supportive - Encourages students to do their
best & supports their efforts
Available - Easy to approach & available for
meetings outside of class

Satterthwai
te
Satterthwai
te
Satterthwai
te
Satterthwai
te
Satterthwai
te
Satterthwai
te
Satterthwai
te
Satterthwai
te
Satterthwai
te
Satterthwai
te

** The above study was conducted by the Office of Provost with results collected from student course evaluations in CLA courses from most recent 7 Spring and Fall terms (Fall 2016 through Fall 2019) for 1,837 sections taught by our
current 200 full-time CLA faculty. The analysis was carried out on the 11 questions asked to students in course evaluations that rate faculty on their teaching and behavior in the classroom. The four groups used for this analysis are fulltime female faculty, full-time male faculty, full-time faculties from White Non-Hispanic race and faculties from Under-represented Minority (URM) races. URM group includes faculty from Asian, African American race and, Hispanic
ethnicity. International faculty and faculty who have not specified their Race or Ethnicity to the college survey have been excluded from the study. All race, ethnicity and gender categories are self-identified by the individuals.
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Appendix 3
Effect Size (Cohen's D)
Gender
Question
Num

11

7

Question Title

Question
Order
Question Text

Please rate your professor 2
on the following
characteristics
Please rate your professor 1
2
on the following
3
characteristics
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

11

7

Question Title

Respectful - Treats students with courtesy and respect
Prepared - Organized & prepared when teaching students
Enthusiastic - Genuinely excited about teaching & interacting with students
Effective - Able to explain complex material & accomplish course goals
Interesting - Draws your interest & keeps your attention
Knowledgeable - Comprehensive & current knowledge in her/his field
Egalitarian - Treats students equally - does not play favorites
Tolerant - Open to student attitudes & opinions that are not her/his own
Supportive - Encourages students to do their best & supports their efforts
Available - Easy to approach & available for meetings outside of class

Question
Order
Question Text

Please rate your professor 2
on the following
characteristics
Please rate your professor 1
2
on the following
3
characteristics
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Std. Dev.

Male
Total Responses
Mean
Male Faculty
Score

Total
Std. Dev. Responses

Grand Total
Mean
Std. Dev.
Score Population Effect Size

Overall Professor - Overall, how would you rate this professor?

Race
Question
Num

Female
Total Responses
Mean
Female Faculty
Score
16,885

4.3747

0.3969

15,326

4.4607

0.3553

32,211

4.4130

0.3804

0.2260

16,988
16,963
16,955
16,948
16,953
16,949
16,930
16,811
16,909
16,480

4.6589
4.4968
4.6885
4.4829
4.4227
4.7212
4.5967
4.5929
4.6490
4.5891

0.2411
0.4032
0.2234
0.3441
0.3360
0.1846
0.2476
0.2733
0.2286
0.2707

15,372
15,344
15,342
15,337
15,343
15,332
15,318
15,244
15,323
14,908

4.7028
4.5868
4.7070
4.5279
4.4736
4.7900
4.6527
4.6614
4.6691
4.6376

0.2019
0.3110
0.2557
0.3218
0.3745
0.1556
0.2148
0.2250
0.2258
0.2298

32,360
32,307
32,297
32,285
32,296
32,281
32,248
32,055
32,232
31,388

4.6784
4.5368
4.6967
4.5029
4.4453
4.7518
4.6216
4.6234
4.6580
4.6107

0.2250
0.3669
0.2378
0.3343
0.3536
0.1752
0.2346
0.2546
0.2269
0.2539

0.1955
0.2453
0.0778
0.1347
0.1439
0.3925
0.2386
0.2691
0.0884
0.1911

URM
Mean
Total Responses
Score

Std. Dev.

White (non-Hispanic)
Mean
Total
Total Responses
Score Std. Dev. Responses

Grand Total
Mean
Std. Dev.
Score Population Effect Size

Overall Professor - Overall, how would you rate this professor?

4,795

4.3714

0.4183

25,714

4.4428

0.3638

30,509

4.4314

0.3727

0.1916

Supportive - Encourages students to do their best & supports their efforts

4,823
4,819
4,821
4,816
4,821
4,816
4,804
4,775
4,808

4.6640
4.5410
4.6611
4.4412
4.4083
4.7313
4.6156
4.5997
4.6138

0.2300
0.3678
0.3180
0.4029
0.4279
0.2017
0.2410
0.2688
0.2897

25,830
25,786
25,775
25,768
25,777
25,766
25,745
25,591
25,722

4.6905
4.5569
4.7209
4.5391
4.4796
4.7660
4.6325
4.6412
4.6747

0.2169
0.3512
0.2001
0.3018
0.3225
0.1569
0.2279
0.2363
0.2074

30,653
30,605
30,596
30,584
30,598
30,582
30,549
30,366
30,530

4.6863
4.5544
4.7113
4.5234
4.4682
4.7604
4.6298
4.6346
4.6650

0.2186
0.3528
0.2231
0.3208
0.3411
0.1647
0.2294
0.2415
0.2227

0.1210
0.0452
0.2679
0.3053
0.2090
0.2106
0.0736
0.1720
0.2735

Available - Easy to approach & available for meetings outside of class

4,650

4.5885

0.2925

25,083

4.6262

0.2378

29,733

4.6201

0.2468

0.1525

Respectful - Treats students with courtesy and respect
Prepared - Organized & prepared when teaching students
Enthusiastic - Genuinely excited about teaching & interacting with students
Effective - Able to explain complex material & accomplish course goals
Interesting - Draws your interest & keeps your attention
Knowledgeable - Comprehensive & current knowledge in her/his field
Egalitarian - Treats students equally - does not play favorites
Tolerant - Open to student attitudes & opinions that are not her/his own

Appendix 4
Class Size Effects

By race
By gender

URM

Number Avg Class
of classes
Size
436
15.07

StdDev

Q1

Median

Q3

5.43

11

15

19

White (non-Hispanic)

2236

16

5.75

12

16

21

Female
Male

1513
1305

15.3
16.54

5.41
5.97

11
12

15
17

20
21

ATTACHMENT #3
Toward an Anti-Racist Institution: Summary of Fall 2020 Faculty Retreat Breakout Group Recommendations
Theme

Specific Activities or Steps

Engaging the
Whole
Institution

Approach
− Recognize that this is culture change, so be supportive of each other, and offer supportive critique as we’re pushed outside of our
comfort zones.
The Mission
− Connect to the mission, such as How is anti-racism part of global citizenship?
Histories & Stories
− Explore the history of Rollins, and the story of race at the institution. Co-curricular institutions (e.g., honor societies, fraternities,
sororities) also review their histories and their current messaging. (Departments do the same, described below.) What needs
attention, reckoning, and/or revision?
− Add anti-racist language to the Honor Code/Social Code.
− Offer training for all campus groups to learn about systemic racism, implicit bias, and microaggressions, and require it for some. (See
below.)
Physical Environment
− How can we become a more welcoming campus? Who and what are represented in the Walk of Fame stones, the portraits and
other art on display around campus, our logo and mascot, the student spaces around campus, etc.? What needs attention,
reckoning, and/or revision? What do we do about our “country club stereotype”?
Resources
− Provide short-term grants (like Critchfield, Ashforth) for anti-racist practice with a promise to implement.
− Hire a Diversity Officer with faculty credentials who could work with student populations AND teach.
− Provide resources for multicultural groups and campus events for all students/staff/faculty.

Revisiting
Governance

Redistributing Power
− Address the “visible and invisible impediments to speaking your mind” to empower untenured colleagues to speak on committees,
and to actively include the voices of faculty of color, many of whom are at the Assistant Professor level (e.g., Faculty of Color
Caucus).
− Engage the Diversity Council (currently “mostly females, not a Standing Committee, no institutional power”) in this work, and
provide them with more support.
− Notice how much anti-racist and inclusive work is done/assigned outside of standing committees (i.e., the empowered and
recognized groups). What does this suggest?
Recruitment Practices
− Actively recruit diverse candidates. Don’t “look solely for a ‘replacement’ of an outgoing faculty member,” consider how new hires
will shape the curriculum toward diversity (or not), and be open to interdisciplinarity. (See all of Group 3’s notes, as well as chapters
5 & 6 from An Inclusive Academy.)

Diversifying
the Faculty

Resources
− Improve support for those “charged with recruiting, retaining, and mentoring new faculty.”
Revisiting
Faculty
Evaluation

Supporting
Faculty of
Color

Working as
Departments

Revisiting the
Curriculum

Alignment
− Evaluate what’s valued by aligning evaluation criteria with activities that are valued at Rollins. For instance, revisit the FSAR inputs
to include meaningful anti-racist work (e.g., mentoring faculty or students of color, participating in implicit bias training,
professional development of anti-racist teaching).
− Share FAC’s document on understanding bias and student evaluations, and follow up with training for everyone (include faculty
being evaluated) in how to interpret the results of student evaluations.
− Require FEC & CEC members to be trained in implicit bias, microaggressions, classroom observations, interpreting student
evaluations.
A Proactively Inclusive, Supportive Environment
− Seek out and listen to faculty of color, including their campus experiences (e.g., what the promotion and tenure process looks like
for them), their interests and expertise, and their lives, rather than just explaining to them “what Rollins is about.”
− Implement retention and ongoing support strategies for faculty of color (e.g., create a specific mentorship program, highlight
opportunities for collaboration, offer a “support system when students make it difficult for faculty of color,” recognize that faculty
of color play a disproportionally large role in this work, avoid putting “extra burdens on people of color”/making them “flag-bearers
of diversity”; ideas from chapters 7 & 10 from An Inclusive Academy).
− Share relevant data from campus (e.g., campus climate survey results, etc).
Self-Review
− Ask “How has privilege impacted our disciplines? How is it historically grounded in the experiences, interests, and values of
empowered, privileged groups? How has it silenced voices?” Seek to “rebuild, reorganize, and reconsider what your discipline ‘is’ to
make it appealing to [faculty] applicants [and students] from marginalized/minority backgrounds.”
− Be more intentional about the stories told by content and who’s telling those stories. Adopt textbooks that highlight diversity, “so
students can see themselves in the text,” so some readings will “center the authority of people of color,” and so race isn’t identified
only when talking about minority scholars, artists, etc. Develop/adapt some assignments to integrate these issues and other issues
of power (e.g., race, class, ethnicity, gender).
− Hold departmental listening sessions with students (e.g., their experience in our courses, changes would they like to see in the
curriculum).
rFLA/General Education
− Integrate relevant current events into first-year experience courses, and draw from the disciplinary history reflections (above) to
inform rFLA discussions of disciplines/disciplinarity.
− Add a gen ed requirement or core competency on race/ethnicity/anti-racism, and “promote interest in programs that support the
study of groups traditionally seen as ‘outside.’”
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Majors, Minors, & Across the Curriculum
− “Make sure students see themselves represented in the curriculum—as practitioners, as people whose concerns are being
addressed in the material.” (Several specific notes for STEM departments.)
− Weave racial and cultural issues—both problems & solutions—within and across classes (i.e., beyond isolated units, instead of a
deficit model of race [e.g., slavery only in America], through anti-racist community engagement experiences).
− Consider using explicit language such as “anti-racist,” “race and ethnicity,” and “racial justice” when making curricular goals and
labeling courses.
Supporting
Teaching

Supporting
Students of
Color

Empowering
Staff

Programming & Resources
− Support “continued self-reflection and listening from faculty,” and offer “a ‘teach in’ or other creative training” to address both
pedagogy and content:
− pedagogy: how to support students of color, including what not to do; identify good practices in anti-racist class
interaction/communication/rhetoric (including PPT images); create equitable and anti-racist learning environments
− content: “systematic & deliberate” content review/“decolonizing the syllabus”
− Offer resources (including open access) to help diversify academic materials, media, resources.
Resources
− Provide a budget for training and resources on racial equity.
Recruitment & Retention
− Recruit a more diverse student body by, for instance, developing a grant/scholarship program for students of color.
− Focus on retention of (first-year) minority students by, for example, revisiting marketing images with students of color (“students
feel deceived when they come to campus and experience the actual demographics”), making sure students of color have
meaningful contact with faculty and staff of color, funding the Black Student Union and other affinity groups, encouraging
discussion across student organizations to avoid segregation (e.g., discussion-based clubs & groups “like debate team but less
exclusive”), and strengthening students’ relationships with Dean of Religious Life and alumni of color.
Supportive Environments
− Address the environment created by other students by providing anti-racist training for students and student leaders, including antiracist ethics and competency in the Code of Conduct, and increasing cultural exposure via relevant community engagement.
− Help faculty create a supportive learning environment by, in part, asking students to share backgrounds, preferred pronouns,
potential technical needs, trigger words/topics, etc. so they feel comfortable in class & faculty can better support them; and
developing a policy and/or syllabi statement for addressing racist comments in the classroom.
− Educate advisors via a workshop series on the right questions to ask non-privileged advisees to better support them and lessen the
burden of our faculty of color to be the only advisors for our students of color.
Supportive Environment
− Require administrators, faculty, and staff to be trained in systemic racism, implicit bias, and microaggressions, including relative
position of staff within the system, as well as biases and microaggressions experienced by staff.
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Relating with
the
Community

− Provide a safe space for support staff to engage in meaningful discussions around diversity, equality, and fair treatment.
Empowerment
− Address inequities and empower staff at all levels (including subcontract employees): identify the needs of the collective (e.g.,
advocacy group), support unionization, address faculty and staff differences in protections, create representation on Board of
Trustees, involve in on-the-clock participation in higher-level meetings/committees/decision-making (e.g., Admin Assistants on
faculty and administration search committees), address racial and socioeconomic disparities among staff (e.g., custodial staff,
facilities staff, foodservice staff).
Connect Students
− Connect students with relevant areas of local community (e.g., Hannibal Square), the relevant history of local community (e.g.,
planning of Winter Park), and mentors who reflect diversity.
A Welcoming Campus
− Ensure the campus itself is welcoming to prospective students, their families, community members, and other visitors of color. See
Physical Environment recommendation in “Engaging the Whole Institution” above.
Support for Community
− Connect with stakeholders to ensure we are supporting the relevant goals of our local community—in anti-racist ways (e.g.,
internships to support local businesses owned by/that support people of color, resources to ensure inclusive hiring practices, CE
courses that meet relevant community needs aligned with anti-racist learning outcomes, recruit diverse students, make a Rollins
education more accessible/affordable).
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ATTACHMENT #4
Final Report

Faculty Salary Equity Committee

February 12, 2021

Members:
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Dr. Wendy Brandon, Education
Dr. Beni Balak, Economics
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Executive Summary
Provost Susan Singer charged a working group of faculty and administrators to examine the
possible existence of gender- or race/ethnicity-based bias in salaries. The working group
convened approximately every three weeks during the academic year 2019-2020. Early
meetings were used to agree on the collection of data, selection of appropriate variables to be
used in the models, review the literature regarding how salary equity has been examined at other
institutions, and develop the methods of analysis.
The faculty salary structure at Rollins College is powerfully influenced by several factors. For
approximately the last 20 years the College implemented across-the-board increases typically at
2%, when financial circumstances permit. The salary increase is dependent upon the overall
enrollment at the College. Consequently, some years there are no salary increases. During this
period the College generally followed a discipline-based approach when hiring new faculty.
Second, there are limited opportunities for salary increases. There are one-time salary increases
at the time of promotion to associate and full professor. Also, faculty selected as Cornell
Distinguished Faculty receive a $2500 increase in their salary. Beginning in 2016 Rollins
adopted a salary model where faculty recruitment in Business, Computer Science, and
Economics are largely determined by market forces.
Relying on average or mean-level salary by rank and gender such as provided by AAUP can be
distorted by the changing demographic composition of the faculty. Given these considerations
the working group used deidentified individual-level salary information to estimate the effect of
gender and race while controlling for these other factors. The primary methodology is
multivariate regression analysis for the entire CLA faculty (N=191), excluding visiting faculty,
adjuncts, lecturers, and Crummer faculty.1 A series of dichotomous (i.e., dummy) variables are
included in the regression models to test for significant effects on factors of interest (gender,
race, ethnicity). The empirical analyses were conducted by the Director of Institutional
Analytics under the guidance of the faculty/staff task force.
The major results are the following. First, there are some overall differences in salary by gender
and race/ethnicity. Aggregate differences in salary are significant by gender for the rank of
Professor and Associate Professor, and by race/ethnicity at the rank of Professor. When
controlling for other factors however, the dummy variables for gender, race and ethnicity are
consistently not statistically significant in all regression models tested (all T-tests failed at the .05
level). In other words, the regression analysis did not reveal evidence of gender-based or
race/ethnicity-based bias in salaries, when controlling for other factors. The most influential
factors explaining faculty salaries are field/division, years in rank, and promotion to associate or
full professor. It is important to note that the working group did not examine compression,
inversion, and a comparison of faculty salaries at Rollins to our benchmark institutions. This

1

A faculty member from Crummer was involved in the analysis but their faculty size was too small conduct a
separate analysis for them.

analysis is currently being conducted by a subcommittee of the Faculty Affairs Committee with
the Provost and the Director of Institutional Analytics.
Overall, then the aggregate differences by gender and race/ethnicity appear to be the result of
other effects that reflect occupational segregation rather than overt gender pay inequity, with
men overrepresented in the more highly paid parts of the faculty, those tenured, with longer
careers, and in the market-based salary fields.

Faculty Salary Equity Committee Charge
The Faculty Salary Equity Committee (FSEC) was created to answer questions about potential
inequities in faculty salaries by gender and race/ethnicity. The work of the FSEC also responds
to the expectation of transparency articulated in the Faculty Salary Philosophy. The group
convened in Fall 2019 to develop, conduct, and analyze data to meet the following charge:
The aim of this committee is to establish a systematic, recurring data-driven
protocol for examining issues of equity in faculty salaries especially with a
primary focus on gender and race/ethnicity of the faculty. This group will design
the methodology for a statistical analysis of faculty salaries, as well as help
prepare communications about the study to the rest of the faculty and senior
leadership. If there is evidence found in the analytical study that an inequity exists
in faculty salaries and it is associated with gender, race or ethnicity of the faculty,
the committee will provide a recommendation to the Provost.
In addition to identifying current inequities, the group also intends to develop a process
and methodology that can be repeated at regular intervals. The committee is a sharedgovernance approach in which both faculty and professional staff study faculty salary
equity together.
Purpose of this study
▪ Examine faculty salary equity broadly across the College
▪

Improve understanding of the faculty salary structure

▪

Determine if there are systemic biases regarding faculty salary equity

▪

Address perceptions about salary inequity across the campus environment

Faculty Salary System at Rollins College
The history of the faculty salary system at Rollins College exerts significant influence on the
distribution of salaries. Rollins briefly followed a merit system for faculty salary increases. The
merit system was limited to three years (AY2009-2012). Faculty salary increases at Rollins
College are largely determined by two events—one-time only increases attached to promotion in
rank and an across the board salary increase each year depending upon fall enrollment. Faculty
promoted to the rank of Associate Professor receive an annual salary increase of $3,500 and
faculty promoted to the rank of Professor receive an annual salary increase of $6,000. (Approved
May 2015). Also, faculty who are selected as Cornell Distinguished Faculty receive a one-time
only increase of $2500. The second opportunity for salary increases are across-the-board
adjustments made most years. These increases are typically limited to 2%, depending upon the

financial condition of the College and the size of the entering class. Depending upon the
financial and enrollment circumstance there may be no across-the-board increase in a given year.
Given that faculty salaries are strongly influenced by two structural conditions—promotion and
across-the-board adjustments then aggregate-level analysis can produce distortions. Furthermore,
those structural characteristics can move with exogeneous forces such as the changing
demographic composition of the faculty. For example, average salary by rank and gender could
suggest bias but it may be an artifact of other characteristics that are correlated with gender.
Accordingly, the primary method used by the salary equity study committee is multivariate
analysis rather than just examining aggregate differences.
Data
The analysis was conducted using salary information for the 2019-2020 academic year. The
factors evaluated in the analysis of salaries at Rollins were chosen based upon the models used in
the review of literature. Salary data were deidentified. The analysis excludes, Crummer faculty,
any faculty in Admin position, any international faculty with no race\ethnicity specified, any
other faculty with no race\ethnicity specified, and adjuncts.
List of Variables used in Analysis:
1) Base Salary (outcome variable)
2) Race (Value = Minority and Non-minority
3) Gender (Female = 1)
4) Rank
5) Division (for CLA only)
6) Years in Current Rank
7) Appointment Year and Appointment Decade
8) Age at Appointment
9) Flag to identify faculty on Tenure or Tenure earning track
10) Years in Tenure
11) Hire Year and Hire Decade
12) Number of years at Rollins College
13) Rank at Hire
14) Age at Hire
15) Pre-Rollins years of experience (sourced from resumes maintained by Dean’s office)
16) CUPA Market Factor (z-score calculated of average salaries obtained from CUPA-HR
salary survey results across the all participating four-year institutions in the nation
withinall Rollins’ relevant disciplines matched with 2-digit and 4-digit CIP disciplines of
faculty)
17) Flag to identify if faculty has ever been a Cornell Distinguished Faculty
18) Flag to identify if Cornell Distinguished Faculty received an additional $2,500 to base
salary

Methodology
-

Identified 4 different statistical analysis methods
o Multiple Linear Regression with residual analysis
o Blinder-Oaxaca Decomposition
o Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM)
o Individual Growth Modeling

-

Identified numerous variables used to predict faculty salary (next page)
o rank, rank-at-hire, time-in-rank
o degree earned
o discipline, market factors

-

Identified discussions on inclusion/exclusion criteria for sample dataset
o tenured/tenure-track, librarians, research/clinical faculty, adjuncts
o not to mention, research productivity, service, committee work, teaching load

Exploratory analysis
-

-

Correlation Analysis by Rank
o CLA
o Crummer
T-tests for checking equality in means of base salaries by Gender and
Race\Ethnicitygroups
o Null Hypothesis H0 = The mean base salaries received by White or Male faculty
are equal (or statistically indifferent) to mean base salaries received by Underrepresented or Female faculty.
o Alternate Hypothesis H1 = Mean base salaries received by White or Male faculty
and Under-represented or Female faculty are not equal.
For each indicator of interest where Probt < 0.05 the null hypothesis is rejected and
infer that the mean base salaries received by White or Male faculty are not equal to
the mean base salaries received by Under-represented or Female faculty (that is, there
is no statistically significant difference between under-represented or female faculty
salaries and white male faculty salaries).

-

Exploration results
o The Exploration results Excel file has the detailed results of Correlation analysis and
t-test analysis conducted by Institutional Analytics.

o Please feel free to contact Meghal Parikh at mparih@rollins.edu to get access
tothese results if interested.

Regression Analysis
-

Six multivariate regression models were developed:
o One each with Minority as base category and Female as the base category
butexcluding Rank and Division of faculty in dependent variables
o One each as above but after adding Rank as a dependent variable
o One each as above but after adding Division as a dependent variable

-

Regression Model Results: The results of the six models are stored in a shareable
Excelfile. Please feel free to contact Meghal Parikh at mparih@rollins.edu to get
access to these results if interested
Observations and conclusions
o All the six models were statistically significant and showed that the variance in
faculty base salary is a result of many factors such as number of years in rank,
number of years since hiring and Market Factor. However, Race/Ethnicity or
Gender does not show as a statistically significant factor that affects faculty
basesalary in any of the six models.
o Race/ethnicity and Gender could not be used in any regression models together
because it results in extremely low faculty counts in many categories. This can
beseen in the Summary Tab in the Regression Model Results Excel file.
o These modeling results shows the relationship between quantitative factors
mentioned above with the CLA faculty base salary. Causation cannot be
provedusing these regression models. In other words, only the correlation
aspect is evaluated. Causation is neither proved nor evaluated in a regression
analysis.

-

Interactive Scatter Plots
-

-

-

To observe univariate regression effects of each dependent variable along with Rank
and Division bifurcation, interactive scatter plots were developed in the data
visualization tool Tableau.
Link to dashboard: https://us-east1.online.tableau.com/#/site/rollinscollegeanalytics/workbooks/673857?:origin=card_sh
ar e_link
Please feel free to contact Meghal Parikh at mparih@rollins.edu to get access to these
scatter plots if interested. Due to limited number of licenses available, all faculty
cannotbe given access to the tool at the same time, hence the access will be granted
on first- come-first-serve basis for a limited number of days.

Results

Average Salaries by Rank, Gender, and Membership in Under-Represented Group
Figure 1 reports average salary by rank and gender. The average salary difference by gender is
significant at the Associate and Professor ranks, with gaps of 14.4% and 13.4%, respectively.

Figure 1
-

Average Faculty Salaries by Gender, 2019-2020

Figure 2 presents average salary by gender and rank with average number of years in rank. The
average salaries for male associate and full professors are higher compared to female colleagues.
However, the average number of years in rank is substantially greater compared to female
associate and full professors suggesting that salary differences may be an artifact of demographic
factors.

Figure 2
Average Faculty Salaries by Gender and Years in Rank, 2019-2020

Figures 3 and 4 (below) report similar information comparing average salaries and years in rank
for white and minority faculty. Results for associate professor and lecturer are withheld due to
the small number of cases.

Figure 3
Average Salary for White and Minority Faculty, 2019 – 2020

Faculty count too low to display averages

Faculty count too low to display averages

Figure 4
Average Faculty Salaries by URM and Years in Rank, 2019-2020

** faculty counts too low at the associate and lecturer ranks to display in the chart

Explaining Salary Differences by Gender and Race/Ethnicity: Multivariate Analyses
Figure 1 indicates gender-related salary disparities, however, Figure 2 suggests those disparities
may be related to other demographic factors and institutional procedures for awarding acrossthe-board salary increases. In order to fully account for these more complicated factors we use
multivariate regression techniques. Multivariate regression is able to isolate the separate and
independent effects for each factor of interest while holding the other variables constant.
Further, a multivariate approach allows us to estimate the average effects at the individual-level
of analysis instead of relying on aggregate analyses.
The results for the full multivariate regression models are found in the “Modeling Results”
attachment in the Appendix. Factors that meet the test of statistical significance (p<0.05) are
highlighted. There are three models each for gender and URM membership, using the main
independent variables, but then including either 1) CUPA market factor to control for field, 2)
rank and CUPA market factor, and 3) rank and division (in lieu of CUPA market factor).
Because CUPA market factor is strongly correlated with division, those two variables cannot be
used in the same model. Looking at these models together, the regression results show several
important outcomes.
First, the significant predictors of base salary are: being tenured/tenure-track, years tenured, age,
and division/CUPA factor. Second, once accounting for these factors, gender and race in an
under-represented group are not statistically significant in all six models. The results suggest
that the patterns illustrated in Figure 1 are results of these other mechanisms. In other words, the
overrepresentation of men among Business division faculty, and the most senior faculty, result in
an overall difference in pay for women and URMs. (Refer to the Technical Appendix for detailed
statistical results and diagnostics.)

Conclusions and Recommendations
Last year the provost convened a committee of faculty and administrators to examine the
existence of potential bias in faculty salaries related to gender and/or membership in an underrepresented group. The committee reviewed relevant literature regarding appropriate methods
used to identify and measure potential salary bias. Based upon the extant professional literature
the committee identified 18 independent factors that might influence disparities in base salary.
Further, the committee developed a methodology that relied upon multivariate regression to
isolate the sources of potential bias while controlling for each independent factor. The analysis
and modeling is capable of detecting (gender or race/ethnicity bias in matched pairing (modeled
statistically). Generally, the regression results reveal no evidence of salary bias independently
related to sex or membership in an under-represented group, but rather reflects the tendency
towards occupational segregation that is mirrored in the larger labor market. The results

identified years in rank, promotion, age at the time of hire, and market considerations to be
significant factors that explain approximately 70+% of the variation in base salaries at Rollins
College.
The Committee offers the following recommendations. First, the College must remain vigilant
regarding the possibility of salary bias. Any faculty member who believes their salary to be
inappropriate should direct their concern to the Dean of the Faculty and the Vice-President for
Academic Affairs and Provost. Second, the committee recommends that similar faculty salary
studies be conducted at regular four-year intervals and the results are communicated to the
faculty. Finally, the committee did not investigate the existence of compression, inversion, or
competitive market comparisons. We recommend that a separate committee under the authority
of the Faculty Affairs Committee conduct this analysis at four-year intervals.
Finally, we believe these results suggest several questions for future discussion and investigation.
One question that emerges from the study is why there are fewer women in the rank of full
professor with comparable number of years in-rank as males. Is this related to current hiring
practices, a naturally occurring generational replacement process nationally, the relative amount
of time women spend at the rank of associate professor, or other factors? An additional question
for future discussion is how much weight can and should be given to market forces? The
committee recognizes that market forces are a reality which cannot be avoided. However, recent
changes to salary offer guidelines (that standardized salary offers outside of the three marketbased disciplines) have effectively reduced the gender disparities among Assistant Professors. Is
it possible to balance the influence of outside markets with our goal to reduce inequalities?

Appendices
(See attached Excel files)

Modeling Results (regression results)
Statistical Exploration Results (diagnostics)
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